The anisotropy coefficients of the angular distribution of D+D->H+ T reaction products, I(fJ) =A (1+Bcos2 fJ+Ccos4 fJ), are reproduced theoretically by the W.K.B. in which higher effects of I >2 are neglected and gets angular distribution formula by the modified Born-approximation method
reactions, where the products H \ n 1 angular distribution in C. M. system are of equatorial plane symmetry having minimum at 90° direction, namely" not isotropic." These facts show that only 5-wave contribution' is not sufficient to explain the reactions.
Theoretical considerations of these phenomena have been as follows.:
4-0 Y. Nakano where anisotropy coefficient B is an increasing function of energy, while in older days it is regarded as a constant.
1(0)
This energy dependence of the B(E) is treated theoretically first by E. J. Konopinski and E. Teller 12 ) (1948) following after the E. Bretcher et al.'s experiment. They taking up to the incident P-waves and spin-orbit coupling in reaction into account, and used the W. K. B. approximation.
But according to the recent experiment of J. M. Blair et al. 13 ) an alternative formula (2) holds in the higher energy region of 1 -3.5 Mev. as shown in Table 1 ., where the calculation of E. J. Konopinski Thus the present author 14 ) has taken up to the D-waves and spin-orbit coupling in their line of calculation, and reproduced the cos 4 
(ii) Spin-orbit coupling cases
for which the author calculate the diff"erentialcross sectIOn of this reaction.
Here, also, we abandon resonance formula and accept the W. K (8) where P 3' is the outgoing F-wave penetrability. Further, this becomes
where the meanings of A, B and C are clear and the definite functions of a/s and phase angles. But, this spin-conservation case can't explain the experiments. This is from the invincible rapidty diverging contribution of --. P 2 term in C, because of racking of competing PI term. So we should like to consider next the spin-orbit coupling case.
(ii) Spin-orbit coupling case course we must check whether they can reproduce the earlier data· too and are self-consistent or not. They are listed in Table III There are two best fit sets of A's (i) and (ii) as shown in Table III , of which (ii) seems to give better fit for B + C in the lower energy region as shown in Fig. 3 (where meaningless negative part of C are cut off). While with (i), B values are rather smaller than the earlier experimental data, and A v~lues make rather steeper peak than
(ii) (see, Fig. 2 ). So, we choose the set (ii) of A, B and C.
Next, we must check whether they are self-consistent or not. For this, inversely solved fl1»:S are given as follows;
•. +IH1)17 .•. 9. ,OII .
• earlier data (11) Especially, the last shows that the cos 6 8 term can be neglected. And aU these values give ~pe correct signs and the re~son~ble order of magnitude~, § 5. Discussions
We should like to say from the above analysis that (i) spin-orbit coupling effect is necessary, (ii) the D-wave contribution and its interference terms are very important, which seems to have interesting relation to the rather large admixture of D-state in the deuteron problem, (iii) the vanishing of the calculated C at 0.3 Mev corresponds just to Blair et al.'s experimental expect that it happens between 0.5 ...... 1.0 Mev, (iv) these 1 (lIm 1 2 s may be servicable to the current theoretical calculation in the future.
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